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after cultivators in Tharrawaddy had had a petition for reduction or postponement of the tax rejected by the acting governor, no less. 5 The dismissal of Scott by Michael Adas came in the latter's Prophets of Rebellion: Millenarian Protest Movements against the European Colonial Order, published in 1979. Perhaps surprisingly he focused on remission of the land revenue, while Scott, of course, had concentrated on the capitation tax. Adas argued that the land revenue system which the British had put in place in Burma, far from being brutally rigid, was markedly responsive to the cultivator's circumstances. The revenue was calculated as a percentage of the net output of the cultivator's land that was adjusted for differences in, for example, soil type and water conditions. The revenue demand was varied annually, the assessment in Lower Burma being based on the number of acres cultivated. Local officials had considerable discretion: 'After years in the field many district officers became quite sensitive to variations in local conditions and adjusted revenue demands accordingly.'
6 But, crucially, in addition to that structural flexibility, and in flat contradiction to Scott's assertions, 'hundreds of thousands of rupees in land revenue remissions [were] granted by the Government of Burma all through the years of the Depression-remissions that were given despite falling revenue returns.' 7 The principal aim of this paper is to settle this clash of views. During the 1930s depression crisis, did the British administration in Burma grant unusual remissions of land revenue and the capitation tax: and if so, at what point in time were the remissions made (this may be an important consideration when examining the causes of the Hsaya San rebellion), and what scale of relief did they provide for the cultivators of the rice delta during those difficult years?
I
The land revenue was very important for the Burma administration. Of the total revenue at the disposal of the provincial government in 1926/27, to select a pre-depression year almost at random, just over 
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31 per cent came from the land revenue. 8 The foundation of land revenue administration in Burma was the settlement inquiry undertaken in each district of the province in rough sequence over a twenty to thirty year cycle. 9 Involving highly detailed surveys and investigations-that commonly took around two years-the settlement inquiry determined the land revenue rate for every agricultural holding in that district. The revenue settlement, in various forms, was of course the foundation of land revenue administration across British India. But while in some Indian provinces, notably Bombay, the revenue demand on a holding as fixed at settlement ordinarily remained unchanged year after year for as long as the settlement was in force, regardless of annual variations in the holding's output, in the province of Burma, as Adas emphasized, the revenue demand was assessed each year to take account of fluctuations in production: in Lower Burma, where cultivation was relatively secure, the measure of a holding's production was the area under cultivation. Indeed, the Burma administration pointedly resisted pressure from the Government of India to abandon fluctuating for fixed assessment, despite the fact that the latter procedure would clearly have required considerably less resources. Moreover, again as noted by Adas, remission provisions in the province were quite generous. Ordinarily a cultivator was entitled to remission on the land revenue if he lost-for example through flood damage-one-third or more of his normal full crop, and the remission granted was proportional to the loss incurred. Revenue officials in the districts were given 'great power' in granting relief.
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The capitation tax was a much less important source of government revenue, in 1926/27 accounting for a little under six per cent of the total revenue at the disposal of the Government of Burma.
11 It was imposed only in Lower Burma.
12 It was levied on males between the 8 Report on the Administration of Burma for the year 1926 -1927 (Rangoon: Government Printing and Stationery, 1928 , pp. 9, 72. The proceeds from certain classes of revenue, including customs duty and income tax, were assigned to the Government of India. 9 An excellent contemporary account of Burma's land revenue system can be found in J. S. 1926-1927, pp. 72-3. 12 Its counterpart in Upper Burma was the thathameda, 'a tax on income derived, whether by cultivators or non-cultivators, from non-agricultural sources': Furnivall, ages of eighteen and sixty, at the rate of Rs. 5 a year for a married man and Rs. 2-8 for a bachelor:
13 presumably, therefore, it could be regarded as a tax on marriage! Certain groups were exempt-government officials, school teachers, and monks: interestingly, 'poverty' or 'no means of subsistence' was also a ground for exemption. The capitation tax was unpopular, hugely so of course with Burmese taxpayers and protest movements but also with many senior British officials, and a government committee was appointed in 1926 to consider whether alternative sources of revenue might be found.
14 Perhaps the most powerful criticism was that the tax, by its very nature, was highly regressive: 'the man with an income of nine hundred rupees pays no more than the labourer with ninety'.
15 A further major complaint was that the tax was collected between August and October, the months immediately before the harvest, when the agriculturist was particularly short of cash. Most therefore were forced to borrow in order to pay-which increased the agriculturist's tax burden, lined the pockets of the moneylender, while adding nothing to the government's income. An inquiry into the condition of agricultural tenants and labourers in the mid-1920s recommended that collection of the capitation tax take place between January and March, the date being varied by district and adjusted each year to reflect, for each locality, when the harvest was taken and therefore when the agriculturist had cash. 16 Subsequently the date on which the tax became due was moved to 1 January. This was the position when the economic crisis hit Burma.
II
The crisis struck in 1930. Perhaps the most accurate, certainly the most visible indicator of turns in the economic fortunes of Lower Burma over the short term was the movement in rice prices. In the op. cit., p. 202. Indeed the capitation tax was imposed in no other part of British India. It was justified in Lower Burma with the argument that no salt tax was levied in the province and that the rates of land tax there were low: Report of the Committee Appointed to Examine the Land Revenue System of Burma, vol. I, 13 Report of the Capitation and Thathameda Taxes Enquiry Committee, 1926-27 (Rangoon: Government Printing and Stationery, 1927) 
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Not surprisingly, the early months of 1930 saw strong calls for lenient treatment of rural taxpayers. At the budget session of the Legislative Council, resolutions were passed recommending postponement of collection of the land revenue, which ordinarily began on 15 February, to June, and a substantial reduction in the rates levied. 18 The government rejected these recommendations. It was by no means certain that any category of agriculturist would gain from postponement. No labourers and few tenants paid land revenue. The small owner-cultivator usually sold his crop immediately it was harvested, that is by February, and he should therefore be better placed to pay the land revenue on the due date, 15 February, than later. Perhaps the large landowner might benefit from postponement, in that it could help him hold on to his crop until prices rose later in the season: on the other hand, given the current state of the rice market, it was impossible to be confident that prices would in fact rise in the coming months. But if it was extremely unlikely that the agriculturist would gain, at least in the government's view, there was no doubt that the government itself would lose: postponement of collection of the land revenue from February to June would turn a modest projected surplus in the government's finances for the financial year ending on 31 March 1930 into a large deficit. As for the call for a reduction in the rates of land revenue, the government pointed out that the Burma Settlement Instructions provided for reduction 'when a serious and not merely temporary fall occurs in the prices of [padi] below the normal prices assumed at settlement'.
19 Those circumstances had not yet arisen: despite recent falls, prices were still above those assumed at settlement in many districts.
As for relief grew still stronger. In November, an organized meeting of over three thousand landowners, cultivators, rice millers, and moneylenders in Insein District called for collection of the land revenue to be moved to 30 June and for 'drastic cuts' in the rates. 20 At around the same time, cultivators in Tharrawaddy petitioned the government for reduction or postponement of the capitation tax. Again the government refused to yield. As noted above, for James Scott the rejection of the Tharrawaddy petition, on 21 December, was important in precipitating the outbreak of the Hsaya San rebellion, the following day.
Less than two weeks after the outbreak of the rebellion, the government signalled a shift in its attitude, announcing in a press communiqué released on 2 January 1931 that it 'has had under consideration' a temporary reduction in land revenue rates in some districts. 21 It is tempting to see in this the government being forced-even panicked-into greater leniency by the rebellion. But there are a number of considerations which might suggest otherwise. First, in the opening days of 1931 it would not have been evident that the disturbances which had just broken out in Tharrawaddyserious though they were-marked the beginning of a major rebellion. Indeed, as government forces had overrun the rebel headquarters on 31 December 1930, there were grounds for believingbriefly-that the crisis had passed. In addition, at no point did the colonial administration accept-at least in public-that the rebellion had significant economic causes. The final published report on the rebellion argued that 'there is not a scintilla of evidence in support of the thesis . . . that the rebellion . . . was the spontaneous revolt of an ignorant peasantry impoverished by the slump in paddy prices and maddened by harsh taxation, that it was chiefly due to oppression on the part of tax collectors, and that it was precipitated by [the acting governor's rejection of the Tharrawaddy petition for reduction or postponement of the capitation tax] on the 21st December 1930'.
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In view of this, it is difficult to argue that the administration's measures to reduce the tax burden on the cultivator were provoked-to any significant degree-by the outbreak of the rebellion. And finally, in one crucial respect the press communiqué issued on 2 January 1931 did not mark a change in the government's position. 1930 it had rejected a call for a reduction in the rates of land revenue on the grounds that rice prices were still above those assumed at settlement. By the end of the year, for a number of districts, this was no longer the case. That in itself was sufficient to trigger a more lenient administration of the revenue.
The reductions, remissions, and postponements granted from the beginning of 1931 were as follows. With respect to the land revenue, at the beginning of 1931 itself, the administration took three measures. It reduced the rate in fifteen districts where the price of the main crop was now below the price assumed when the district was last settled. 23 Only three of the districts-Myaungmya, Maubin, and Pyapôn-were in the rice delta. For each district the size of the reduction was determined by the difference between the current crop price and the price assumed at settlement, 24 and ranged from onethird to one-tenth. Second, the administration put back the date on which collection of the land revenue would begin, from 15 February to 7 March, to give the cultivator more time to sell his crop.
25 And finally, district officers were given discretion to remit land revenue in those cases where they were satisfied that there was a genuine inability to pay, and instructed to resort to the sale of land to recover arrears of revenue only where necessary 'to meet contumacious default '. 26 In the following year, 1931/32, that is the land revenue administration year which ended on 30 June 1932, the government repeated the rate reductions in the fifteen districts: in addition it appointed 'an exceptionally large number of special remission officers'. 27 In 1932/33, rice prices were considerably down, and consequently, for the first time, the administration reduced land revenue rates throughout the rice delta-by one-seventh or oneeighth. 28 Rice prices went lower still in 1933/34, and the administration responded by further reducing land revenue rates in the delta districts and by urging district officers 'to show all possible 23 With respect to the capitation tax, at the beginning of 1931, district officers involved in its collection were instructed 'to avoid unduly harassing' assessees, and 'to exercise careful discretion' before initiating legal proceedings in cases of non-payment. 31 But for that year-the year which would end on 30 June 1931-there was no reduction in the rates of capitation tax. However, for the following year, 1931/32, there was a reduction of one-quarter. 32 For the three subsequent years, the reduction was slightly less-one-fifth. 33 And in 1935/36, with economic conditions clearly improved, the reduction was one-tenth. 34 But, as noted earlier, the capitation tax had long been strongly disliked by both the Burmese taxpayer and many senior British officials, and in 1937 the administration announced its gradual abolition, beginning with a two-fifths reduction in the rates for 1937/38. 35 The capitation tax would be collected for the final time in 1940/41.
Some insight into the impact of these measures on the administration of the revenue in the rice delta is provided by the figures for demand, remissions, collections, and outstandings published annually by the government in its Report on the Land Revenue Administration of Burma. The figures for the land revenue in three major delta districts-Tharrawaddy, Hanthawaddy, and Pegu-in the late 1920s and early 1930s are given in Tables 1, 2 and 3. In all three districts there was a considerable reduction in the land revenue demandfrom 1931/32 in Tharrawaddy, from 1932/33 in Hanthawaddy and in Pegu. In part, of course, this reflected the reductions in land revenue rates, applied throughout the rice delta from the administra- 29 RLRAB, 1933 /34, pp. 5-6, 8-9. 30 RLRAB, 1934 tion year 1932/33. But at times it also reflected a decline in the area assessed for revenue. In 1931/32 there was a decline in every district in the Pegu and Irrawaddy Divisions-for a variety of reasons, many, but not all, arising from the economic crisis: failure of the late rains; floods; the disturbed condition of many districts because of the rebellion; the intimidation of cultivators who sought tenancies from Indian landowners; the seizure of holdings for non-payment of revenue in previous years; the abandonment of holdings because of the depression in the paddy market or difficulties in securing cultivation loans. 36 As Adas would note, here was a clear demonstration of the benefit to the rural taxpayer of a system of land revenue administration that employed annual assessment to take account of year-byyear fluctuations in crop production.
But in other important respects there were considerable differences between the three districts. Tharrawaddy in the late 1920s had a stable land revenue demand and low rates of remissions and outstandings (and thus a high collections rate). That pattern disintegrated in the administration year 1930/31. It seems clear that the fall in the price of rice in the final months of 1930 was too sudden and too great 36 RLRAB, 1931/32, pp. 5-6. for the local administration to take action in the time available and reduce the revenue demand or increase remissions, and that consequently those who owned land protected themselves by defaulting on a substantial scale. Outstandings in that year soared to 15.5 per cent of the revenue demand. But in the following two years, 1931/32 and 1932/33, the administration in Tharrawaddy did respond by reducing the land revenue demand and by increasing remissions, the latter rising to 10.3 per cent and then 11.5 per cent of the demand. These measures appear to have been well-judged, for the rate of outstandings in those two years was extremely low. But of course the cost of reduced demand and increased remissions was a substantial fall in collections. At its lowest, in 1932/33, the income from the land revenue in Tharrawaddy District was just 73.6 per cent of its pre-crisis peak, which had been in 1929/30. In Hanthawaddy, the administration of the land revenue during the depression crisis was strikingly stable. Outstandings remained modest, while the rate of remissions, with the exception of a moderate leap in 1931/32, was in fact below that of the late 1920s. Thus relief for the Hanthawaddy landowners came with the substantial reduction in land revenue demand. The percentage fall in collections in the district was almost as great as that in Tharrawaddy.
In contrast, the administration of the land revenue in Pegu District appears to have been in disarray. In the four years 1926/27 to 1929/30, there had been no remissions and no outstandings. When the crisis struck, in the administration year 1930/31, landowners in Pegu, like those in Tharrawaddy, protected themselves by defaulting on a large scale. But unlike Tharrawaddy, in Pegu outstandings remained high over the following three years-no less than 20.7 per cent of the revenue demand in 1932/33. At the same time, the local administration was reducing the revenue demand and granting substantial remissions-16.6 per cent of the demand in 1931/32. The result was a collapse in collections, far more serious than those taking place in Tharrawaddy and Hanthawaddy. In 1932/33 the income from the land revenue in Pegu District was a mere 56.4 per cent of its 1928/29 level. With the evidence available, there is no obvious explanation for this outcome. It would be difficult to argue that cultivation conditions in Pegu were that different from those in Tharrawaddy and Hanthawaddy, or that the disruption to the administration of the land revenue arising from the Hsaya San rebellion was more severe there. Perhaps the most that can be said is that the soaring outstandings in Pegu-at or near one-fifth of the revenue demand in each of the four years beginning with 1930/31, and this despite the reductions in the demand and increased remissionswould suggest weaknesses within the Pegu administration itself, perhaps structural flaws or failure on the part of individuals.
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Turning to the administration of the capitation tax during the depression crisis, it is necessary to provide the figures for just two districts, simply because there was less variation across the rice delta. Given the pivotal position of the tax in James Scott's analysis of the causes of the Hsaya San rebellion, one of those districts must be Tharrawaddy-the site of the first outbreak. 37 Some support for this view comes from the odd critical remark in the government's annual revenue report, although none, as far as I can see, was directed at
In both Tharrawaddy and Insein-indeed in every district in Lower Burma-the most striking feature of the administration of the capitation tax during the depression crisis was the sharp reduction in the tax demand in the administration year 1931/32. The reduction was principally due, of course, to the cut in the capitation tax rateby one-quarter-agreed by the administration for that year. 38 But it also reflected a fall in the numbers assessed for the tax. In the 1920s the total number of assessees had risen by around 1.5 per cent each year, with the increase in population.
39 But in the crisis year 1931/ 32 the total fell sharply, by almost 100,000 or over six per cent. And although it recovered within a few years, in individual districts-for example in Hanthawaddy and Pyapôn-the number of assessees in the mid-1930s was still substantially below that of the late 1920s.
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These reductions had several causes. The fall in the number assessed for the capitation tax in Tharrawaddy in 1931/32 was attributed to the rebellion, which had forced people to migrate to other districts in search of peace or work, and to the closure of a number of local rice mills by the trade crisis, which, again, had driven people from the area to look for work elsewhere. 41 The fall in Pegu, Hanthawaddy, and Pyapôn Districts in the same year was explained by the hurried exodus of a large part of the Indian population in the face of serious communal violence, much of it fired by the rebellion. Interestingly, in Insein in the following year it was attributed in part to 'omissions by slack and inefficient headmen'.
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When the economic crisis struck with full force, in 1930/31, the administration in Tharrawaddy responded by increasing remissions on the capitation tax, to 8.0 per cent of the demand. Even so, those liable for the tax were able to protect their position only by defaulting on a substantial scale: outstandings, which had been negligible in the immediately preceding years, leapt to 9.8 per cent of the tax demand in 1930/31. The major relief came with the cut in the tax rate in 1931/32. That cut was sufficient, combined with a modest the Pegu administration. For example, it was said of Thatôn District in 1930/31 that 'better results would have been produced if the problem [high outstandings] had been tackled with greater vigour at the outset and with adequate control from the district office ': RLRAB, 1930/31, p. 7. 38 The modest rise in the capitation tax demand the following year reflected a smaller cut in the rate-of one-fifth. 39 RLRAB, 1933 /34, p. 10. 40 RLRAB, 1934 /35, pp. 8-9. 41 RLRAB, 1931 /32, p. 9. 42 RLRAB, 1932 level of remissions, to ensure that outstandings were kept extremely low in 1931/32, and in the three subsequent years disappeared entirely. Of course, the cost to the administration was a substantial fall in collections. At its lowest, in 1931/32, the income from the capitation tax in Tharrawaddy District was just 69.8 per cent of its pre-crisis peak, which had been in 1929/30. The administration of the capitation tax in Insein District was more volatile. In the crisis year 1930/31 there was an upsurge in remissions, to 17.8 per cent of the tax demand. When, in the following year, the tax rate was cut, the level of remissions was reduced: but perhaps too sharply, for outstandings then soared, to 14.2 per cent of the demand in 1932/33. The cut in the rate, moderate remissions, and high outstandings meant, of course, a collapse in collections. The income raised by the capitation tax in Insein in 1932/33 was only 59.2 per cent of the 1929/30 figure.
III
To return to James Scott and Michael Adas. It must now be fully evident that James Scott's assertion-in its bald form-that through the depression years the British administration in Burma ruthlessly enforced its tax demands in the rice delta, does not stand. Rather, with both the land revenue and the capitation tax, the administration agreed substantial cuts in the rates and considerably enhanced remissions. And it did so at considerable cost to its own financial position. Comparing 1932/33 with 1929/30, the income from the land revenue in Pegu and Irrawaddy Divisions had fallen from Rs 20.0 million to Rs 15.0 million, a drop of 25.0 per cent, the income from the capitation tax in the same divisions, from Rs 3.6 million to Rs 2.5 million, a drop of 30.5 per cent. 43 43 RLRAB, 1929/30, pp. 35, 39; RLRAB, 1932/33, pp. 27, 31 . With the salaries and fixed allowances of its officials accounting for more than half of the government's expenditure from revenue, falls in the revenue on this scale clearly created major problems for the administration as an administration. From September 1931 new recruits to the service were appointed at the bottom point of the appropriate scale, on salaries cut by 15 per cent. In the following year the salaries of all officials were cut by 10 per cent, later reduced to 5 per cent. Interestingly, a retrenchment committee appointed in August 1933 and dominated by local businessmen questioned whether, in view of the substantial reduction in land revenue rates, 'the present system of land records and land revenue assessment is not more elaborate and expensive than the Province can afford and whether methods, at once simpler and more capable of automatic application, will not have to be devised': Report of the But in one crucial context, James Scott is on strong ground. It is also clear from the text and the tables above that the British administration took action-cutting tax rates and increasing remissions-not in anticipation of the onset of the economic crisis in the final months of 1930 but after, in some cases long after, it had struck the rice delta with full force. In the administration of the land revenue in Tharrawaddy, Hanthawaddy, and Pegu in the crisis year 1930/31, the revenue demand was held at roughly the level of the previous year and remissions were kept extremely low, so that in order to protect their position, landowners were forced to default on a substantial scale. It was not until the administration year 1932/33 that land revenue rates were reduced throughout the rice delta. There was no cut in the rates of capitation tax until the year 1931/ 32: and although in the previous year, the crisis year, the local administrations in Tharrawaddy and Insein-indeed in every district in Lower Burma-had substantially increased remissions, in most cases action had been taken only after 1 January 1931, when the tax came due. This argument can be put in another way, one which focuses on the central concern of James Scott and Michael Adas. The British administration in Burma cut tax rates and increased remissions after the outbreak of the Hsaya San rebellion in the last days of 1930. While it may well have been markedly flexible over the depression years as a whole, in the final weeks before that eruption-with rice prices plummeting-it was strict and unyielding.
The final issue-how much relief did the reductions in tax rates and the increased remissions provide for the cultivators in the rice delta during the depression years-is far more difficult to settle. The difficulty lies mainly in the fact that any effective consideration of this issue must seek to capture the considerable variations in experience-variations by place, time, and, crucially, by occupationamong the agriculturists of the Lower Burma delta. As is clear from the discussion and tables above, there were marked differences between districts in the administration of the land revenue and the capitation tax: cuts in land revenue rates during the depression years were determined district-by-district, while there was also considerable variation between districts in the levels of remission granted. But perhaps more importantly there were major differences-once Burma Retrenchment Committee 1934 (Rangoon: Government Printing and Stationery, 1934), p. 6. again, in terms of the impact of rate cuts and remissions-as between the main categories of agriculturist. The landless labourer would clearly secure no direct benefit from a more lenient administration of the land revenue but, in terms of his financial position as a whole, would gain considerably more from a cut in the rate of capitation tax than would the major landowner. A modest reduction in land revenue rates might be crucial in securing the position of the marginal owner-cultivator but make little difference to those who owned hundreds of acres. Ideally, therefore, assessment of the impact of the reductions in tax rates and the increased remissions must specify place, time, and class-must be with reference to, say, the landless labourer in Tharrawaddy District in 1930/31. Unfortunately the primary data rarely yield that detail. In particular, the revenue statistics published by the colonial administration and used extensively in this paper, concerned as they are only with aggregates and averages, miss entirely the crucial perspective on distribution.
There is a further difficulty. Assessment of the impact of the administration's tax cuts and increased remissions on the agriculturist (on the main categories of agriculturist) requires some account of the agriculturist's overall financial position, for clearly the greater the share of tax payments in his expenditures, the greater the impact of a given measure of relief. There are numerous reports on, for example, the wages of agricultural labourers, cultivation costs, loan charges, scattered through government publications in the early 1930s. But the only systematic investigation of 'the agriculturist's' finances during the depression crisis was that undertaken in Hanthawaddy between November 1930 and October 1933 as part of the third revision of the district's revenue settlement. These data are not without their problems.
The Hanthawaddy settlement report contains two sets of statistical data which may be of value in this context. 44 The first is a calculation of 'cost of living'-in fact core expenditure on food, clothing, and shelter-per household. The calculation is based on a survey of well over a thousand households-the households of landowners and tenants. This material has three weaknesses. The settlement report cheerfully warns that 'no great reliance should be placed on the 44 Burma, 1930-33 (Rangoon: Government Printing and Stationery, 1934), pp. 11, 13, 64-5, 169. amounts shown', for they had been calculated from accounts of expenditures 'which the cultivator repeats largely from memory '. 45 Second, the average area of paddy land worked by the households surveyed was 38.33 acres, which suggests that the survey was skewed towards the more substantial agriculturists. 46 And finally, to restate an earlier point, an average figure drawn from a thousand and more observations obviously says nothing about distribution or range.
Report on the Third Revision Settlement of the Hanthawaddy District of Lower
47 But for what it is worth, the figure calculated for living costs was Rs 263 per household or, with the average household comprising four adults and two children, Rs 44 per head.
The second set of statistical data is a calculation of the costs of rice cultivation that includes 'everything possible of capital, materials and labour'. A figure is given for each of the district's nineteen tracts, and they range from Rs 12.50 to Rs 16.50 per acre. If the average area worked was, as above, 38.33 acres, cultivation costs per household would lie between Rs 479 and Rs 632: for the ownercultivator in Hanthawaddy, working on average 14.30 acres (see fn. 46), cultivation costs would be between Rs 179 and Rs 236. Two further calculations are worth noting. The average amount of temporary debt per household-debts contracted and repaid within twelve months-is given as Rs 137, of permanent debt, Rs 676: in terms of debt per acre (again assuming the household works on average 38.33 acres), Rs 3.60 and Rs 17.60. And finally, average expenditure in interest payments per household is given as Rs 38.00, that is Rs 1.00 per acre and Rs 6.30 per head.
These calculations provide a valuable perspective on the figures for tax demands, remissions, collections, and outstandings during the depression crisis. The capitation tax was levied at Rs 5 for a married man before the crisis, Rs 3-12 in 1931/32. For the average household surveyed during the Hanthawaddy settlement (with four adults, and assuming two were male), the annual capitation tax bill would therefore have been Rs 10, then reduced to Rs 7-8. That was a very modest charge when set against, for example, living costs of Rs 263, cultivation costs of at least Rs 479, or even expenditure in interest 45 Ibid., p. 11. The report continued, with some bitterness: 'It is doubtful if the results of this enquiry are commensurate with the time and labour spent on it.' 46 At this time, the average area worked by an owner-cultivator in Hanthawaddy was 14.30 acres, by a tenant, 31.06 acres: ibid., p. 32. 47 The figure given below compounds this weakness, for it is the average for the district. The settlement report also gives the figure for each of the district's nineteen tracts.
payments of Rs 38. At the same time, the Hanthawaddy households were the households of landowners and tenants, and, it was suggested above, more substantial owners and tenants at that. In other words, for poorer agriculturists-the marginal owner-cultivator and, even more so, the landless labourer-the capitation tax would have been a more severe burden, obviously so. Just how much more severe can be judged from the observation that the cost of food and shelter for a labourer at the beginning of the 1930s was around Rs 5 a month.
48 Therefore in the crisis year 1930/31, for example, the married labourer paid in capitation tax the equivalent of one month's food and shelter: reduction of the rate to Rs 3-12 in 1931/32 and to Rs 4 from 1932/33 would have provided a significant measure of relief. But there is a final important consideration. By no means every person in Lower Burma paid the capitation tax. As noted earlier, not only was it levied only on males between the ages of eighteen and sixty but certain important groups within that category-government officials, school teachers, and monks-were exempt. Even so, the proportion of the population assessed for the tax in the early 1930s appears to have been markedly low, particularly when it is noted that, given the low life-expectancy of that time, relatively few people would have been over sixty. In 1934/35 the proportion was between 17 per cent and 23 per cent in the different rice districts.
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And within those low proportions-to bring back an earlier pointmany would certainly not have struggled to pay.
For landowners, the big tax was undoubtedly the land revenue, which, of course, only they paid. Just how serious a burden it could be is suggested by a further set of figures in the Hanthawaddy settlement report. These show the average amount of land revenue paid per matured acre as Rs 3.70 in 1930/31, and falling to Rs 3.12 in 1932/33. 50 Therefore, for the average Hanthawaddy household, assuming again that it worked 38.33 acres, the land revenue bill in 1930/31 would have been Rs 142-the equivalent of more than half the household's outlay, Rs 263, in living costs. Looked at another way, a land revenue cost of Rs 3.70 an acre compares with cultivation costs per acre-for capital, materials, and labour-of between Rs 12.50 and Rs 16.50. From both perspectives, the land revenue is clearly seen as a major charge on the landowner's cash resources. 48 Furnivall, Introduction to the Political Economy of Burma, p. 76. 49 RLRAB, 1934/35, p. 9. 50 Report on the Third Revision Settlement of the Hanthawaddy District of Lower Burma, 1930-33, p. 139. It is hardly surprising that, from the onset of the economic crisis, landowners, in large organized meetings, called for drastic cuts in land revenue rates.
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Undoubtedly they would be disappointed by the administration's response. The fall in the amount of land revenue paid per acre in Hanthawaddy between 1930/31 and 1932/33, noted above, was a fall of only 15.7 per cent. The fall in land revenue collections in Tharrawaddy, Hanthawaddy, and Pegu (calculated above from Tables 1-3) was more severe-43.6 per cent in Pegu. But none of these measures comes close to matching the fall in the price of rice during the economic crisis. 52 In other words, despite the administration's concessions, the real claim of the land revenue on the landowner, already considerable, rose.
IV
This paper has provided two firm conclusions. During the economic crisis of the early 1930s, the British administration in Burma agreed substantial cuts in rates for both the land revenue and the capitation tax and considerably enhanced remissions. But it did so after the economic crisis struck the Burma delta with full force-although it might be felt that the suddenness with which rice prices gave way over the final months of 1930 meant that the administration simply had insufficient time to act in advance.
It is far more difficult to assess the extent to which the administration's measures provided relief through the economic crisis for the rice delta's agriculturists. However, there are grounds for arguing that the impact of the reductions in the rate of capitation tax and the increased remissions was limited. Only around one person in five-20.16 per cent of the population in the Pegu and Irrawaddy Divisions in 1930/31 53 -was assessed for the tax. And among the assessees, those with even the most modest resources-the tenant 51 See, for example, RGWB, 24 November 1930, p. 8. 52 The extent of that fall can be indicated in a number of ways. In May 1931 the administration reported that the price of paddy had fallen to about Rs 65 per one hundred baskets from an average 'in recent years' of Rs 150 or more: Secretary, Finance Department, Government of Burma to Secretary to the Government of India, Finance Department, 7 May 1931. NAI, Finance, 17/67, 1932. The price was to fall considerably further. 53 RLRAB, 1930/31, p. 37. 
